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Project Purpose and Goals

• Likely adapt Jefferson County’s farmland 
preservation program to meet new State law, to 
maintain eligibility for tax credit and PACE funds

• Keep as much of the County’s current program as 
practical

• Consider policy refinements in response to emerging 
issues (e.g., local comprehensive plans)

• Get an updated, State-certified farmland 
preservation plan and ordinance by the end of 2011



Key Features of Working Lands

• Agricultural Enterprise Area (AEA) Program

– Priority areas for continuation of agricultural use

– Provides opportunity to increase tax credit

• Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easement 

(PACE) Program 

– Encourages/supports voluntary local PACE programs

– Provides up to $12 million in state grants/year

• Farmland Preservation Planning/Zoning Program

– Encourages conditional use permits for rural housing

– Requires a per acre conversion fee for rezonings



Summary of New Tax Credits
• Farm qualifications and requirements

– Conservation plan (contact Jefferson County Land & Water Conservation 
Department for details)

– Nutrient management plan (contact a crop consultant for details)

– $6,000 of gross farm revenue in the past year or $18,000 gross farm 
revenue over past three years 

– Land must be “primarily” (51%+) devoted to agricultural use

• Benefits

– $7.50 per acre tax credit ($10 within Agricultural Enterprise Areas)

– No cap on the amount of credit that an individual can claim

– $27 million statewide available annually

• Costs 

– Plan preparation/update costs (cost sharing available) 

– Plan implementation costs



Current Jefferson County Program



Process Overview

• Summer 2010: 

– Town Quadrant & stakeholder meetings to review 
program scenarios

– Steering Committee meeting #2

• Fall 2010:

– Arrive at preferred program scenario

– Prepare first draft of Farmland Preservation Plan and map

• 2011:

– Discuss of draft Plan in different forums

– Prepare revised zoning ordinance text and map

– County and State approval of Plan and ordinance 



Key Policy Decisions

• Conditional use versus rezoning

• How to handle houses on smaller parcels

• How to approach pre-existing houses

• Changes to zoning map to address growth 

areas

• Key decisions embodied in different “Program 

Scenarios”



Program Scenarios: Purpose

• Address different policy options using 

“language” of County’s current program

• All attempt to achieve the “Project Purpose 

and Goals” (more or less)

• All retain a focus on farmland preservation as 

a core principle 

• Preferred scenario would need further 

detailing in updated plan and ordinance 



Program Scenarios: Summarized

• A: Maintain Same Jefferson County Farmland 
Preservation Program (do not participate in State’s 
Working Lands Program) 

• B: Use Rezoning as Main Approach for Limited 
Housing, but Updated Program to Meet State’s 
Working Lands Law

• C: Use Conditional Use Permit as Main Approach for 
Limited Housing as Allowed by State’s Working Lands 
Law

• D: Adopt the State’s Model CUP Approach Under the 
Working Lands Law with Minor Adjustments 





Scenario A: Maintain Same Program

New housing 

would be allowed 

by rezoning 

exactly like it is 

today, but with no 

conversion fee



Scenario A: Maintain Same Program

“Farm Consolidation” lots allowed without rezoning



Scenario A: Maintain Same Program

Most lands in urban 

service areas and 

rural hamlet 

growth areas could 

remain zoned A-1



Scenario A: Maintain Same Program

BUT:

Tax credits, State PACE grants, and new 

Ag Enterprise Areas would end in 

Jefferson County





Scenario B: Rezoning under Working Lands

New housing 

would be allowed 

by rezoning like it 

is today, with  

conversion fee 

required



Scenario B: Rezoning under Working Lands

“Farm Consolidation” lots with via A-3 rezoning and 

conversion fee to change to non-conforming use in A-1 



Scenario B: Rezoning under Working Lands

Areas within “<15 

year planned 

growth areas” can 

no longer be zoned 

A-1





Scenario C: CUP Under Working Lands

Approximate 

current program 

for new homes, 

but with CUP and 

associated 

Working Lands 

limits (“1:20 

ratio”)



Scenario C: CUP Under Working Lands

“Farm Consolidation” lots allowed without rezoning, but 

must meet CUP standards (e.g., 1:20 ratio)



Scenario C: CUP Under Working Lands

Areas within “<15 

year planned 

growth areas” can 

no longer be zoned 

A-1





Scenario D: Adopt Working Lands Model

Allow up to 5 new 

homes on current 

parcels, with CUP 

and associated 

Working Lands 

limits (“1:20 

ratio”) 



Scenario D: Adopt Working Lands Model

Farm Consolidation” lots allowed without rezoning, but 

must meet CUP standards (e.g., 1:20 ratio)



Scenario D: Adopt Working Lands Model

Areas within “<15 

year planned 

growth areas” can 

no longer be zoned 

A-1; assume all 

lands in urban 

service areas in this 

class 



Impacts of Different Scenarios

• Impact Categories

– General issues

– Rural housing approach

– Land preservation issues

• Modeling the impacts



Impacts: General Issues 

• A: maintains the current program, but loses tax 

credit and PACE grant eligibility

• B: Similar to current and maintains tax 

credit/PACE eligibility, but includes rezoning 

conversion fee

• C: Different approach to housing, with town 

role more advisory, but no conversion fee

• D: “Simple”, but most change from current



Impacts: Rural Housing and Preservation

• C and D: allow fewer splits of smaller parcels 
because of State’s CUP criteria

• A, C, and D: no conversion fees result in 
decreased rural development costs

• C: lowest amount of land for housing because of 
State’s CUP criteria and 2 acre max. lot size

• D: lowest amount of land zoned A-1 (e.g., all A-1 
lands within USAs and < 20 acre parcels) 

• B, C, and D: potential to increase total amount of 
tax credits



Impacts: Results of Modeling

• A and B:  housing quantities and land acreage 

used most similar to current program 

• C: lowest number rural housing units and 

acres used for rural housing 

• D: highest number of rural homes, particularly 

in areas where past splits have been used 

because areas would be “replenished”

• Note that results of models are approximate



• Remaining Quadrant & Stakeholder Meetings

• Towns asked to provide input program 

scenarios in writing by August 20th and/or at 

Committee’s September 2nd meeting

• Committee provides guidance on preferred 

program scenario

• Consultant prepares first draft of updated 

farmland preservation plan

Next Steps



• What are your questions or concerns on the 

different program scenarios? 

• Which of the farmland preservation program 

scenarios do you initially prefer? Why?

• What, if any, adjustments to your initially preferred 

scenario ought to be considered? 

• What additional details should be in the updated 

farmland preservation program?  

• What, if any, additional information do you need?

Initial Feedback



Thank You for Participating!


